It is clear that the public health community is concerned about the human health impacts of climate change, but are we inadvertently underestimating the scope of the problem and obfuscating potentially useful interventions by using a narrow intellectual frame in our discussions with policy makers? If we take a more holistic approach, we see that the public health impacts of climate change are only one subset of the enormous public health impacts of fossil fuel burning. This broader perspective can provide a more accurate and comprehensive assessment that is more useful for decision making in public policy settings.
supplies in some areas leading to deprivation and conflict, more frequent severe weather events, increasing heat-related deaths, and new geographic ranges for disease carrying insects (i.e., malaria can go wherever the Anopheles mosquito goes). 1, 2 These are quite serious problems. However, if we think just a little more broadly about fossil fuels, we find a wide range of additional health issues to discuss. Some of these issues are just now emerging, but some are already very well described and have been harming our health for years. For example, burning coal has filled our dwindling global fish stocks with a potent neurotoxicant (methylmercury) and created major conundrums in Public Health. Should we eat fish? Which ones? How much? 3-6 If we put aside the issue with mercury, it seems that CO 2 itself may have negative effects on human health. Elevated CO 2 levels appear to reduce the nutritional content of plant-based foods and thus put people at risk for conditions such as zinc deficiency. [7] [8] [9] Additionally, if elevated CO 2 levels are allowed to further acidify the oceans, we risk major disruption or collapse of the ocean food webs that help to feed us. 10 If we were to put all of these problems aside, we would still have to think about the adverse effects of fossil fuel burning on respiratory, cardiovascular, cancer, pregnancy, and child health outcomes, [11] [12] [13] [14] and even if we put all of that aside, we would still have to consider the health issues and social injustices associated with fossil fuel extraction operations. [15] [16] [17] Furthermore, some of the newer fossil fuel-based energy technologies may generate a variety of additional health consequences that will be very difficult to assess and prevent within our current legal and research frameworks. 18 Thus, the current and expected adverse effects of climate change on human health are quite large in scale on their own, but it is important to remember that they do not exist in isolation. They sit on top of an enormous mountain of disease and human suffering that is already linked to fossil fuel burning. The more we look at this energy strategy, the more consequences we find, and the more we realize that none of us is immune from the health problems associated with burning fossil fuels. However, if this information can spur us to develop safer and more sustainable ways of doing things, then we have the opportunity to improve human health in many underappreciated ways. For example, less driving means less air pollution, less respiratory disease, and less climate change, but it can also mean more walking and less obesity.
Overall, it is clear that all energy strategies have costs and benefits both known and unknown, as well as anticipated and experienced. However, the available scientific evidence cannot effectively inform value judgments and guide our collective decision making if we narrow the scope of our discussions in a way that causes us to ignore relevant information about the costs.
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